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An Organization for the 
Protection of Trade-Marks and Trade-Names 


The United States Trade-Mark Association, organized in 1878 and incorporated 
in 1887 as a non-profit organization under the laws of the State of New York, 
perform the following services for its members: 


LIBRARY OF TRADE-MARK INFORMATION 


During its sixty-six years of existence the Association has been accumulating compre- 
hensive records, files and a general library of information on trade-mark matters. Members or 
their counsel have access to these records at any time. 


DISTRIBUTION OF TRADE-MARK INFORMATION 


From the trade-mark data on hand and constantly being gathered on state, federal and foreign 
law enactments, rules and regulations of administrative bodies, court decisions, articles and 
addresses by authorities, the Association by means of its formal publications, such as “The Trade- 
Mark Reporter,” “Master Index and Digest to the Trade-Mark Reporter (1911-1936),” and 


frequent “Legal Reports,” distributes valuable and timely trade-mark information and discussion 
among its members. 


LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITIES 


In all cases where manufacturers are confronted by proposed state, federal or foreign trade- 
mark laws, rules and regulations of administrative bodies or laws deemed adverse to their 
interests, the Association places its facts and findings at the disposal of the trade-mark owners 
concerned so that they can point out to lawmakers and others the harmful features and effects of 


such measures. Conversely, the same procedure is followed for measures deemed beneficial and 
constructive. 


SPECIAL SERVICES 


In addition to the foregoing general services, the Association is prepared to perform various 
special services free for members, or at cost when outlays of money or unusual expenditures 
of the staff’s time are involved. 

These special services consist of investigations of fact, trade-mark searches, notifications, filing 


and publication of slogans and all similar matters which do not involve or imply the practice 
of law. 


SOUND POLICIES AND PRACTICES 


The activities of the Association are at all times planned and supervised by a strong Board 
of Directors composed of important trade-mark owners whose efforts are supplemented and 
guided by able committees composed of business men and trade-mark attorneys. This makes 
the Association’s services of exceptional value to members. 








THE TRADE-MARK REPORTER 


Combined with the Bulletin of the United States Trade-Mark Association 


FEBRUARY, 1946 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


Part I 


PAGE 
FRADE-MARKS SITUATION IN AUSTRIA—Dr. Paul Abel.......... 27 
TRADE-MARKS IN SYRIA AND LEBANON 


DESTRUCTION OF TRADE-MARK RECORDS IN HONG KONG, 
PHILIPPINE ISLANDS AND POLAND 


COMPULSORY REGISTRATIONS OF TRADE-MARKS IN SPAIN.. 33 
TRADE-MARKS IN| INDIA AND INDIAN STATES 

NEW BOLIVIN TAXES ON TRADE-MARKS 

TRADE SLOGANS 


Copyright, 1946 
by 


The United States Trade-Mark Association 


Entered as second-class matter March 20, 1917, at the Post Office at Burlington, Vermont. 
under the act of March 3, 1879 





EDITORIAL BOARD 


ARTHUR R. WENDELL, Chairman 
Wm. G. WERNER, Vice Chairman 
Henry B. Kine, Editor 


Contributing Editors 


James L. Brown SYLVESTER J. Lippy 
Isaac W. DiccEs Huco Mock 
KarL FENNING S. CHESTERFIELD OPPENHEIM 
Joun F. X. Finn JoHN C. PEMBERTON 
Davip E. GRANT Epwarp S. Rocers 
Mitton HANDLER Epmunp Dit Scotti 
A. E. JoHNSTON Harry SHULMAN 
HERBERT LANGNER STEWART L. WHITMAN 
Exits W. LEAVENWORTH JoHN WOLFF 
SERGEI S. ZLINKOFF 


Foreign Collaborators 


Apams & ADAMS, Pretoria, South Africa 
TuHeo. AKERMAN, Bucharest, Roumania 
Norwoop F. Attman, Shanghai, China 
Botet & TERRERO, Caracas, Venezuela 

Yves D. Destoucues, Port-au-Prince, Haiti 
Harotp G. Fox, Toronto, Canada 
EpmMunp Hunt & Company, Glasgow, Scotland 
Sm Ws. S. Jarratt, London, England 
Ceci, C. Kent, Winnipeg, Canada 

Dr. V. Kisovec, Belgrade, Jugoslavia 

Dr. JAgues LE Fort, Geneva, Switzerland 
Tuomas LEonarpos, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil 
EpwiIn Macri-OVEREND, Cairo, Egypt 
Os.icapo & Co., Buenos Aires, Argentina 
Pasio J. Oxrva, Havana, Cuba 

E. Patrinos, Athens, Greece 

A.FreD V. Puyo, Peru 

Jos£= Joaquin Perez, Bogota, Colombia 
Remrry & Son, Calcutta, India 

FEDERICO VILLASECA & Co., Santiago, Chile 


Dr. Martin WASSERMAN, Buenos Aires, Argentina 













TRADE-MARK SITUATION IN AUSTRIA 


PART I 


TRADE-MARKS SITUATION IN AUSTRIA 


By Dr. Paul Abel* 


























The occupation of Austria by Germany in 1938 and the liberation of Austria 
after a period of more than seven years has created a lot of intricate problems in 
many respects and particularly also with regard to legislation. I propose to survey 
these legal problems as briefly as possible insofar as trade-marks are concerned. 
Needless to say that similar questions arise in the other fields of industrial property, 
in the first line as to patents. 

I. The Austrian Trade-Marks Legislation up to 1938 

1. Basic law is the Statute of January 6, 1890 (Law Gazette No. 19). This 
Statute has been repeatedly amended and was finally consolidated in an Act of 1935 
(Federal Law Gazette No. 130; Propriété Industrielle, p. 83, ex-1935). An Act of 
April 4, 1930 (Federal Law Gazette No. 109; Propriété Industrielle, p. 122, ex- 
1930) provides for the protection of collective trade-marks which are registered in 
the names of economic associations rather than in the name of individual mer- 
chants or concerns and which can be used by the members of those associations in ' 
the course of their business. 

2. Under the above mentioned Statute applications for the registration of trade- 
marks have to be filed with the chamber of commerce of the district in which the 
applicant has his commercial domicile (not with the Patent Office). The chamber 
of commerce effects registration unless it finds that the trade-mark concerned lacks 
registrability, in particular if the mark has been in common use in Austria, or is 
descriptive or deceptive. The question, however, whether the trade-mark resembles 
a mark already on the register is not examined by the chamber of commerce but by 
the Patent Office to which every chamber of commerce (there existed seven cham- 
bers in Austria) has to report monthly on the trade-marks registered during the 
preceding month. 

3. The Patent Office keeps a Central Trade-Marks Register. Before entering 
a mark registered with a chamber of commerce the Patient Office examines whether 
it complies with the requirements of the law and refuses such entering (after hav- 
ing heard the applicants) if it decides that the mark lacks registrability ; in such a 
case the Patent Office issues an order that the mark is to be cancelled in the register 
kept with the chamber of commerce in question. If the Patent Office rules that 
such a trade-mark resembles a trade-mark previously registered in the name of 
another manufacturer or trader in respect of the same goods or goods of the same 
description it notifies the owners of the trade-marks concerned accordingly, but 
enters the mark just the same in the Central Trade-Marks Register, leaving it to 
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the owner of the older mark to apply for cancellation of the younger one or to the 
latter to apply for a declaration that no such resemblance exists (system of Avis 
Préalable). The Act declares that a trade-mark is deemed to resemble another 
one if the first one is likely to create confusion if used in respect to the same goods 
or goods of the same description, irrespective of whether one mark consists of 
pictorial elements only and the other is a word mark. The Austrian authorities 
have always construed this legal rule with a view to preventing unfair competition 
and have stressed that the test should be the manner of thinking of the ordinary 
purchaser of the goods concerned. 

If a manufacturer or trader has used a mark in such a manner that the same 
has become connected in the course of trade with his business, but has not applied 
for registration of the mark he is entitled to lodge a claim for cancellation of the 
identical or a resembling mark registered (after such user has started) in the name 
of another manufacturer or trader for the same goods or goods of the same descrip- 
tion ; but such cancellation can be ordered only if the claim has been lodged within 
three years after the registration of the mark of which cancellation is sought. 

Applications for cancellation are decided by the nullity department of the Patent 
Office from which an appeal lies to the Patent Court which is affiliated to the Su- 
preme Court and which decides on trade-mark matters in senates of three legally 
trained members one of which must be a judge at the Supreme Court. 

4. Trade-marks are assignable under Austrian law in connection with the 
goodwill of the business only (a question hotly discussed de lege ferenda before 
World War II). As long as such assignment has not been registered the acquirer 
of the mark is not entitled to enforce his rights under the trade-mark. 

5. The registration of a trade-mark is for a period of ten years but can be re- 
newed from time to time always for a further period of ten years, which period 
starts from the expiration of the original one or of the last renewal of registration, 
as the case may be. 

6. Infringements are to be decided by the ordinary courts. The Statutes pro- 
vide for interlocutory injunctions. 

7. Trade-marks for foreign businesses are registered in the case of reciprocity, 
but—unless otherwise provided for in treaties concluded with the State concerned— 
only if and as long as the same mark is protected in the country of origin. 


II. Trade-Marks Relations Between Austria and Germany up to 1938 


Trade-marks relations between Austria and Germany were until 1938 governed 
by the General Union of Paris of March 20, 1883, and the Madrid Convention 
concerning international trade-marks registration of April 14, 1891, both as re- 
vised in Bruxelles, Washington and the Hague in 1900, 1911 and 1925 respectively 
(the London version had been ratified by Germany but not by Austria). A treaty 
on trade-marks concluded between Austria and Germany on December 6, 1891 
(Law Gazette No. 23, ex-1892) has been superseded in most of its provisions by the 
adherence of both countries to the Paris Union; the few provisions which are not 
covered by the Paris Union are not of great practical importance. 
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III. Trade-Marks Relations from 1938 


The situation was thoroughly changed after the occupation of Austria by Ger- 
many on March 13, 1938. 

1. The first step was undertaken by a Decree of April 28, 1938 (German Law 
Gazette, 1st part, p. 456; Propriété Industrielle, p. 79, ex-1938). No trade-marks 
applications had to be filed in Austria after May 14, 1938; from that date onwards, 
trade-marks had to be applied for and registered only with the Reichspatentamt in 
Berlin. Such trade-marks should be effective not only in the Altreich but in Aus- 
tria as well, except in cases in which such marks conflicted with marks registered 
previously in Austria. As a result of that Decree there existed two kinds of trade- 
marks in Austria: those applied for up to May 14, 1938, in Austria and in force 
in Austria only ; and marks applied for after that date with the Reichspatentamt 
and effective in Austria and in the Altreich. The first ones were governed by 
Austrian, the latter—with some minor exceptions—by German law. 

2. The second step was effected by the Decree of January 18, 1940 (German 
Law Gazette, \st part, p. 203; Propriété Industrielle, p. 23, ex-1940). The purpose 
of this Decree was to unify the protection of trade-marks in either country. All 
trade-marks registered or originating in Austria should be effective in Germany 
as well, and vice versa. The rights of persons who had used such marks in one 
of the two countries before the extension of their protection to the other country 
were preserved by special provisions of a rather complicated nature the details of 
which may be omitted in the present short survey. All trade-marks originating in 
Austria had to be re-registered in the German trade-marks Register kept by the 
Reichspatentamt within a certain period (December 31, 1942) in order to be effec- 
tively extended to Germany failing which the protection of such trade-marks auto- 
matically terminated. German law should apply as from April 1, 1940; only in- 
fringements committed in Austria prior to that date were to be treated under 
Austrian law. 

3. The Austrian Patent Court was abolished by a Decree of February 17, 1941 
(Propriété Industrielle, p. 57, ex-1942), the Austrian Patent Office by a Decree of 
January 15, 1942 (Propriété Industrielle, ibidem). 

4. Two further Decrees were issued with a view to restricting trade-marks 
applications. The Decree of November 23, 1942 (German Law Gazette, 2nd part, 
p. 364; Propriété Industrielle, p. 201 ex-1942) states that consent of the Reich- 
swirtschaftskammer is required in the case of new trade-marks applications, such 
consent to be given in the case of urgent economic necessity only. The Decree of 
December 27, 1944 (German Law Gazette, 2nd part, p. 75; Propriété Industrielle, 
p. 21, ex-1945) interdicts trade-marks applications altogether with the exception of 
such required in the public interest or filed under Article 6 of the Paris Union. 


IV. Trade-Marks Situation after the Liberation of Austria 


1. At the time of the liberation of Austria (April, 1945) there were in force 
in Austria (as a result of the Decrees referred to above II in paragraphs 1 and 2) 
trade-marks applied for and registered up to May 14, 1938, with Austrian cham- 
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bers of commerce and on the other hands trade-marks applied for and registered 
with the Reichspatentamt. The great majority of those trade-marks were effective 
not only in Austria but in the Altreich as well, but some of them were effective in 
Austria only. German trade-marks extended to Austria which conflicted with 
Austrian trade-marks registered before the appointed day could be used in Austria 
with the consent of the owner of the Austrian trade-mark only. The Austrian 
trade-marks legislation had been replaced by the German one. The situation was, 
therefore, rather complicated. 

2. Austrain legislation started immediately after her liberation. The first 
number of the newly created Staatsgesetzblatt fuer di e Republik Oesterreich (Law 
Gazette for the Republic of Austria) was issued on May 1, 1945. The standpoint 
of this legislation is in general that statutes, decrees, regulations, etc., introduced by 
the Nazis in Austria should not be repealed in toto, but should remain in force un- 
less expressly abrogated. A great many Decrees have been promulgated since 
which have repealed various parts of Nazi legislation and replaced them by the 
law in force in Austria up to March 13, 1938, such repeal to be effective in most 
cases as from April 27, 1945, without retrospective effect. Only in this way, legal 
chaos could be avoided. 

3. As far as industrial property is concerned only two Nazi Decrees have been 
repealed up till now, viz., the two Decrees of November 23, 1942, and December 
21, 1944, dealt with above III, paragraph 4 concerning the restrictions imposed on 
trade-marks applications. The Austrian Patent Office has been restored, for the 
time being, of course, with a rather restricted field of activity. In all other respects 
the restoration of the Austrian system of industrial property is, at least as far as 
could be ascertained from abroad, still under consideration by the authorities and 
experts concerned. This is easily to be understood, for the disentanglement of the 
situation created by Nazi measures is indeed not a simple job. 

4. If we look at the trade-marks situation it will be necessary to provide for the 
conversion of trade-marks issued by the Reichspatentamt in Berlin which have been 
effective in Austria, pursuant to the German legislation discussed above, into inde- 
pendent Austrian rights. Two ways offer themselves for that purpose: Such trade- 
marks may be automatically maintained in Austria or such trade-marks may be 
maintained provided their owners apply for maintenance of their rights in Austria 
within a certain period. In my submission, the second alternative would be pref- 
erable because otherwise many trade-marks would remain in force in Austria in 
the protection of which the (German) owners are themselves not interested, all the 
more so as the extension of the protection to Austria had been effected automatically 
without any step by the owners of the respective marks. Furthermore, only the 
second alternative would enable the Austrian Patent Office to keep a record of such 
rights maintained in Austria although applied for in Berlin. The above sugges- 
tion is in accordance with the rules applicable in the case of State successions— 
although in the present case State succession in the strict sense has not occurred, but 
termination of an unlawful occupation of a sovereign State and of unlawful in- 
troduction of the legislation of the occupying power in the occupied oppressed ter- 
ritory. I would not support the idea propagated in some quarters to cancel all 
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trade-marks rights acquired by German nationals in Austria under Nazi legisla- 
tion, because that seems to be in contradiction to the principle of maintaining in 
force jura acquisita bona fide. Transitorial measures will, of course, be required. 
It will further be necessary to provide that verified copies of all the files, etc., of 
the Reichspatentamt which relate to trade-marks maintained in Austria have to be 
passed on to the Austrian authorities. 

5. Although German trade-marks legislation as it was in force prior to 1938 
and in particular the German Statute of 1936 is not fundamentally different from 
Austrian legislation—in spite of many differences in detail—I would submit that 
the German legislation on trade-marks ought to be repealed in Austria and replaced 
by the Austrian law which has rather stood the test through nearly half a century. 
But one question should be considered, i.e., whether trade-marks applications shall 
henceforth be filed with the chambers of commerce as before or whether such 
applications should be centralized with the Patent Office. In my judgment, the 
latter course recommends itself for various reasons. The Patent Office is much 
more appropriate for dealing with trade-mark matters as the chambers of com- 
merce for which such matters lie outside their usual line of activity. 


TRADE-MARKS IN SYRIA AND LEBANON 





In the past, Syria and Lebanon formed a single country under a mandate of the 
League of Nations. The two countries are now separated as two independent ter- 
ritories. In view of this, the Patent Office of Syria and Lebanon has also been 
separated into two independent offices, one in Syria and the other in Lebanon. The 
effective date of separation was November 13, 1945. All trade-mark registrations 
obtained in Syria and Lebanon before this date are deemed to extend to both ter- 
ritories. Also all applications filed before November 13, 1945, when granted, will 
give protection to the trade-mark in both countries. After this date, separate ap- 
plications will have to be filed in Syria and Lebanon respectfully. 


DESTRUCTION OF TRADE-MARK RECORDS IN HONG KONG, 
PHILIPPINE ISLANDS AND POLAND 









We are informed that as a result of war operations, the official trade-mark 
records of the Patent Offices in Hong Kong, Philippine Islands and Poland have 
been destroyed. 

In the Philippine Islands, the Bureau of Commerce of the Department for 
Agriculture, which registers trade-marks, has issued an order for the restoration of 
its records. All registered owners of trade-marks are required to file with the 
Bureau of Commerce a certified complete copy of certificates of registration issued 
before the war so that such marks may again be restored on the records of the 
Bureau of Commerce. New applications for registration of trade-marks are now 
currently being filed in the Philippine Islands. The Bureau examines trade-marks 
filed for registration from the point of view of anticipation, and so long as the 
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Bureau has not restored a trade-mark of an American manufacturer on its records, 
through this submission of certified copy of its registration before the war, the Bur- 
eau is unable to cite such registration as an anticipation. Hence it is essential for 
our members who had obtained registrations before the war to comply with the 
Philippine Order for the restoration of their marks on the records. 

In Poland and Hong Kong where, similarly, the official trade-mark records have 
been destroyed or have disappeared, we are informed that the government is now 
considering a procedure for the restoration of the official records. No official 
regulations have yet been issued defining the procedure of restoration. We shall be 
glad to bring this to the attention of our members when we receive further informa- 
tion. 


TRADE-MARKS IN LIBERATED COUNTRIES 


In the past few months with the reestablishment of normal conditions in liberated 
countries in Europe and the Far East, there are emerging in full activity again the 
Patent Offices so that it is possible to again apply for registrations of trade-marks 
in all such countries. Air mail communications have been restored and banking 
facilities for payment of fees are being reestablished. A major problem in the re- 
sumption of trade-mark practice in such countries is the problem of extending the 
term for the renewal of trade-mark registrations which may have expired during 
the war. We are informed that legislation to this end is under preparation in many 
of these countries. Even though no such legislation has yet been passed, it is ad- 
visable for our members to have applications for renewal of their registrations filed 
without delay in order to be certain that the application for renewal will be filed be- 
fore the final term which may be set extending the term for renewal. 

In a number of countries, existing moratoria on legal terms are already set to 
expire in the near future. Thus the moratorium in Portugal and in Norway will 
expire on May 8, 1946. The moratorium in Brazil will expire on June 30, 1946. 
The moratorium in France has already expired on November 13, 1945. 

It is possible of course that treaties of peace or special arrangements for the re- 
establishment of industrial property rights will contain stipulations extending terms 
or providing for special procedures to restore rights of industrial property that may 
have been lost during the war. We are advised that the Berne Bureau of the 
International Union for the Protection of Industrial Property has already drafted 
such an Arrangement and consideration is being given to having a conference of the 
members of such Union meet in the near future for the adoption of such Arrange- 
ment analagous to the Berne Arrangement of 1920 which was adopted at the end 
of the first World War. 
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COMPULSORY REGISTRATIONS OF TRADE-MARKS IN: SPAIN 


In the TRaADE-MarkK Reporter for June, 1945, we reported on the Spanish 
Decree of February 3, 1945, which provides for compulsory registration of all 
trade-marks intended to distinguish products, regardless of the class or nature of 
such products. The term granted for registration of trade-marks was due to expire 
on February 28, 1946. 

We are now informed that a new decree in Spain has extended this term to 
September 14, 1946. This will enable trade-mark owners who have not heretofore 
filed applications for registrations of trade-marks used by them in Spain to proceed 
with filing of such trade-marks in the coming months. 


TRADE-MARKS IN INDIA AND INDIAN STATES 


On June 1, 1942, there came into force in India the Trade-Marks Act, 1940, 
which provided for the first time for the registration of trade-marks under pro- 
visions very similar to those of the British Trade-Mark Act, as amended in 1938. 
Prior to this Act, there was in effect a system of “registration” by recordal of a 
Declaration of Ownership of a trade-mark usually in the Registry of Deeds in 
Calcutta. In view of the size of the country, separate Declarations of Ownership 
were recorded with the Upper India Chamber of Commerce at Cawnpore (United 
Provinces), with the Northern India Chamber of Commerce at Lahore (Punjab), 
and with the Madras Chamber of Commerce. 

This Act extends to the whole of British India and therefore includes the 
provinces of: 





Assam Northwest Frontier Province 


Bengal Orissa 

Bihar Punjab 

Bombay Sind 

Central Provinces and Berar United Provinces 


Madras 


The Act does not extend to the Indian States of which there are some hundreds 
in the whole of India. Many of these States are unimportant commercially. A num- 
ber of them present the usual competitive struggle of manufacturers and traders 
which is at the basis of trade-mark protection. In the past, protection of trade- 
marks in these States was secured by depositing them with appropriate offices or 
advertising in specified publications a claim to ownership of the trade-marks. This 
was the case particularly with the States of Baroda, Mysore, Hyderabad (Deccan), 
Cochin, Travancore, Jaipur, and Jammu and Kashmir. 

Many of these Indian States have now passed Trade-Marks Acts and others con- 
template doing so in the near future. Such Acts have been passed by the States of 
Mysore, Jaipur, Travancore, Hyderabad and Jammu and Kashmir and others. These 
Acts follow, on the whole, the provisions of the British India Trade-Mark Act. 
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This activity of the Indian States, laudable though it may otherwise be, has in- 
spired considerable apprehension. If each of the hundreds of States passes an Act, 
the expenditure and difficulties in securing protection throughout these States will 
be tremendous. The commercial community throughout India has been urging 
for some time that either an All-India Registration Act be adopted or reciprocal 
arrangements be entered into for the adoption of uniform legislation and practice. 
It is understood that preliminary agreement has been reached between British India 
and three States: Baroda, Mysore and Hyderabad, and it is expected that three 
other States: Travancore, Jaipur, and Cochin, will fall in line. 

We are informed that two vital points have been discussed and practically 
agreed to: that the registered proprietor of a trade-mark in British India shall be 
able to sue for, and obtain, redress for infringement of his trade-mark in any 
reciprocating Indian State, even though his mark is not registered in that State, 
and vice versa, on reciprocal lines ; and that the searches regarding applications for 
registration of marks in all the reciprocating States and in British India shall in- 
clude all trade-marks registered by any of them. 

The first point of agreement would require uniformity of procedure and prac- 
tice for registration in the Trade-Mark Registries of States and of India so that, 
particularly, the conflicting claims of bona fide concurrent users in different terri- 
tories may be uniformly adjudicated. This may also require the setting up of a 
central controlling authority. 

With regard to the second point, facilities for inspection of all marks applied for 
throughout the whole of India should have to be made available, with a central 
medium of publication showing all marks applied for in British India and the In- 
dian States. 

A Bill is now before the Central Assembly of India relating to the proposed 
reciprocal arrangements. 

American trade-mark owners may prefer to wait until these arrangements have 
been completed and put into effect or they may proceed immediately to register 
their marks in the individual Indian States where legislation is now in effect. 

Mysore. In this connection, the following information is available: The Mysore 
Trade-Marks Act, 1944, has not yet been brought into effect, nor have the Rules 
been issued. The Act follows clearly the British Trade-Marks Act, and it also 
provides in Section 84 that the Government may provide procedure to enable in- 
tending applicants to deposit trade-marks before the coming into force of the re- 
maining provisions of the Act. It is hoped that the Government will allow applica- 
tions to be filed claiming the priority of the British Indian registration, and pro- 
vide for a simplified procedure of registration of such marks. 

Jammu and Kashmir. The Trade-Marks Act, 2000 of 1944, has not been brought 
into effect and the Rules have not yet been issued. However, Section 85 relating to 
Deposits of trade-marks by intending applicants was put into effect on April 13, 
1945 and the six months’ term allowed for such Deposits expired October 13, 1945. 
Otherwise the Act follows closely the British India Act. 

Travancore. The Act of 1944 has not been brought into full effect nor have 
the Rules been issued. Section 85 relating to Deposits was put into effect and the 
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term for such Deposits has already expired. There is no likelihood of the term 
being extended. 


Burma. It should be noted that Burma was separated from the Indian Empire 
in 1936 and therefore the British India Trade-Marks Act of 1940 does not extend 
to Burma. The promulgation of a Trade-Marks Act in Burma was being contem- 


plated in 1939 but did not materialize as a result of the supervening war. In the 
meantime, the practice continues of recording a Declaration of Ownership in the 
Office of the Registrar of Deeds at Rangoon, Burma. 


2s Be 


NEW BOLIVIAN TAXES ON PATENT AND TRADE-MARKS 


We have just received word from our associate in La Paz that the Bolivian 
Government has promulgated a new Supreme Decree, dated December 3, 1945, 
increasing Patent and Trade- Mark taxes, as follows: 


Patents Previous Tax New Tax 


Ist year’s tax s. 20.00 Bs. 100.00 

2nd year’s tax s. 30.00 Bs. 150.00 

3rd year’s tax s. 40.00 Bs. 200.00 

And so on until the 15th year’s tax s. 160.00 Bs. 800.00 
Trade-Marks 


Registration or renewal, 10 years’ tax .... Bs. 30.00 Bs. 200.00 
One extra class of goods 3s. 5.00 3s. 50.00 


TRADE SLOGANS 


We publish below trade slogans received and entered in the records of the Asso- 
ciation in order to place on record the owner’s claim thereto: 
“A new product 
BuY 
HOWE” .Howe Folding Furniture, Inc. 
“Teleshopping” R. H. Macy & Co., Inc. 





FORTY-ONE TRADE-MARK BULLETIN 


WANTED 


Until further notice, we will pay the sum of One Dollar ($1.00) for each 
copy of the June, 1941, April, 1942 and the June, 1943 Reporter, delivered 
in condition for binding ; for two copies of the 1940, Index, 50 cents each. 


Copies of the Master Index, vols. I and II and vols. 28-30, any condition. 


Address: 


UNITED STATES TRADE-MARK ASSOCIATION, 
522 FirTH AVENUE, 
New York 18, N. Y. 








